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Response dated March 23, 2009 

Response to Final Office Action of 12/23/2008 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of the above-identified application is respectfully requested. 

This Response is in response to the office action of 12/23/2008. In the instant office 
action, the Examiner rejected claims 14, 17, and 19-34. In this Response, claims 14, 17, and 19- 
34 remain in the case. With entry of this response, 18 claims are in the case, with claims 19, 22, 
and 30 being the three independent claims. As such, Applicants' Attomey respectfully submits 
that no additional claim fees are required. 

Applicants' Attomey notes that this Response is being mailed on March 23, 2009, or 
within the three month period from the December 23, 2008 mailing date of the instant office 
action. As such, no extension of time is required. 

On pages 2-18 of the office action, the Examiner has rejected claims 14,17, and 19-34 
based upon various combinations of Washizuka et al, U.S. Pat. 4,701,862 ("Washizuka"), 
Brandon et al., U.S. Pat. 6,385,568 ("Brandon"), Gibbon et al., U.S. Pat. 6,714,909 ("Gibbon"), 
Miller, U.S. Pat. 5,801,685 ("Miller"), Weber et al., U.S. Pat. 6,343,212 ("Weber"), Murata, U.S. 
App. 10/023,410, since issued as U.S. Pat. 6,985,913 ("Murata"), Maehiro et al., U.S. App. 
09/821,267, since issued as U.S. Pat. 7,403,971 ("Maehiro"), and Letzt et al., U.S. Pat. 5,612,869 
("Letzt"). The rejections of independent claims 19, 22, and 30 and dependent claims 17, 20, 23, 
24, and 34 are discussed. 

On page 2 of the instant office action, the Examiner stated that "[t]he cited portion of 
Gibbon (colunrn 14, lines 15-31) teaches that the text, video and audio of a news story are played 
back in a synchronized manner." The Examiner subsequently "feels" that there must be timing 
information as the text and audio are played back together. Applicant's Attomey respectfully 
disagrees with this assessment. Gibbon makes a simple statement that the user can "click on the 
button of that story in the table of contents to playback synchronized audio, video, and text, all 
starting from where the story begins" (Gibbon Column 14 Lines: 21-25). The audio, video, and 
text in Gibbon are not actively synchronized, but are obtained in a format in which they are 
already synchronized. The raw data in Gibbon is a continuous multimedia data stream including 
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audio, video, and text. (Gibbon Column: 3 Lines: 39-41). This multimedia data stream is a 
synchronized whole and, upon separating the stream into audio, video, and text components, the 
components remain synchronized (see Gibbon Column:3 Lines: 41-43). When Gibbon refers to 
the "playback [of] synchronized audio, video, and text," it is not teaching synchronizing disparate 
components using timing information but simply playing elements that have already been 
synchronized. No timing information is needed and no timing information is used to play 
Gibbon's text and audio in a synchronized manner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 - Claim 19: On pages 3-6 of the office action, the 
Examiner has rejected claim 19 citing to Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon and Miller. Applicants' 
Attorney respectfully traverse this rejection on several grounds. 

On page 3 of the instant office action, the Examiner states that Washizuka teaches claim 
19 "assembling audio and text messages for broadcast by ordering said audio message 
components in said information database in a predetermined sequence." This is a misstatement 
of claim 19, w^hich recites "assembling audio and corresponding text messages for broadcast by 
ordering said audio message components and said text message components in said information 
database in a predetermined sequence" (emphasis added). The invention described in Washizuka 
allows a user to assemble an audio message from permanently and temporarily stored voice 
information (see Washizuka Column 1 Lines: 47-52). The user may also introduce an alarm 
setting and time information (see Washizuka Column: 8 Lines: 50-53). When the designated 
time arrives, the invention will "release an audible message" (Washizuka Column: 9 Lines 9-15) 
Applicant agrees with the Examiner that Washizuka teaches assembling an audio message for 
broadcast, i.e. the "audible message," by ordering said audio message components, i.e. the 
"stored voice information," in said information database, i.e. Washizuka' s word ROMs, in a 
predetermined sequence. However, Washizuka does not teach assembling text messages for 
broadcast by ordering text message components in said information database. Washizuka only 
broadcasts an audio message, not a text message, so it cannot teach assembling a text message 
for broadcast. In addition, Washizuka stores "digitally encoded pieces of voice information 
characteristic of sentences, words and sound input" in its informational database (see Washizuka 
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Column: 2 Line: 65 - Column: 3 Line: 3). This voice information is a collection of audio 
message components, not text message components. In contrast, the present invention claims 
both audio message components and text message components in its information database. Even 
if the Examiner considers assembling pieces of voice information to be equivalent to assembling 
text message components, Washizuka does not teach assembling text messages for broadcast as 
no text messages are output. For these reasons, Washizuka does not teach this element of claim 
19. 

On page 4, the Examiner states that Brandon teaches claim 19 "providing at least one 
visual display device for broadcasting text messages." Brandon recites "display [ing] the parsed 
sentences on a display" (Brandon Column: 5 Lines: 11-17) and "an editor system 33 including a 
display system" (Brandon Column: 7 Lines: 62-67). Brandon may teach a visual display device 
for displaying text messages, but it does not teach a visual display for broadcasting text 
messages. According to the Random House Unabridged Dictionary, 2006, to "broadcast" is to 
make something known widely or to disseminate something. The display described in Brandon 
is only an aspect of the editor system and consequently suitable only for displaying a text 
message to the user of the device. It is not suitable for broadcasting a text message nor does it 
teach such broadcasting. Consequently, Brandon does not teach this element of claim 19. 

On page 5 of the instant office action, the Examiner states that Gibbon teaches the 
method for "synchronizing the broadcast of said text messages with said audio messages by 
calculating a scroll rate for each line for said text messages on said at least one visual display 
device using the embedded time duration of each corresponding audio message component" 
recited by claim 19. The Examiner notes on page 5 that Gibbon, Brandon, and Washizuka do not 
teach calculating a duration for each audio message component or embedding the time duration 
of each component into the corresponding text message. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Gibbon also does not teach synchronizing the broadcast of said text messages with said audio 
messages by calculating a scroll rate for each line for said text messages on said at least one 
visual display. Gibbon makes a simple statement that the user can "click on the button of that 
story in the table of contents to playback synchronized audio, video, and text, all starting from 
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where the story begins" (Gibbon Column 14 Lines: 21-25). The audio, video, and text in Gibbon 
are not actively synchronized, but are obtained in a format in which they are already 
synchronized. The raw data in Gibbon is a continuous multimedia data stream including audio, 
video, and text. (Gibbon Column: 3 Lines: 39-41). This multimedia data stream is a 
synchronized whole and, upon separating the stream into audio, video, and text components, the 
components remain synchronized (see Gibbon Column:3 Lines: 41-43). When Gibbon refers to 
the "playback [of] synchronized audio, video, and text," it is not teaching synchronizing disparate 
components but simply playing elements that have already been synchronized. The only 
"synchronization" in Gibbon is to start playing each component from the same time point in the 
original multimedia presentation. By contrast, the present invention claims actively 
synchronizing the broadcast of text messages with audio messages by calculating a scroll rate for 
each line of said text messages on said at least on visual display. Gibbon does not teach any 
method of synchronization and certainly does not teach the specific method claimed in the 
present invention. 

On pages 5 and 6, the Examiner asserts that Miller teaches portions of the "synchronizing 
the broadcast of said text messages with said audio messages by calculating a scroll rate for each 
line for said text messages on said at least one visual display device using the embedded time 
duration of each corresponding audio message component" element of claim 19 not taught by 
Gibbon. More specifically. Examiner states that Miller teaches a method for calculating a 
duration for each audio message component and embedding the time duration of each audio 
message component into the corresponding text message component. Miller describes a script 
text and linked edit decision list ("EDL"), wherein the script text may be displayed on a 
teleprompter while the EDL is used to play audio and video clips in a defined order and play-time 
duration (Miller Column: 6 Lines: 39-53). On page 2 of the instant office action, the Examiner 
asserts that this portion of Miller states that timing information is embedded in the EDL and is 
used to synch up the video/audio and the text information. Applicant agrees with Examiner that 
Miller teaches timing information embedded in EDL. However, this is not the same as, nor does 
it obviate, the text message with "embedded time duration of each corresponding audio message 
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component" of the present invention. Each block of text in Miller has a reading time duration 
(see Miller Column: 12 Lines: 25-28). Miller teaches the time duration of each audio/video 
component to be embedded in the EDL, not in the text message (see Miller Column: 1 Lines: 31- 
33). The user in Miller selects an audio/video component with a duration that matches the 
reading time duration of the text. This audio/video component and its corresponding time 
dxiration is embedded in the EDL. It may be equivalent in duration to the reading time duration 
of the text, but it is not embedded in the text. Consequently, Miller does not teach embedding 
the time duration of each corresponding audio message component into the text message of claim 
19. 

Even if Miller did teach embedding the time duration of each audio message component 
into the corresponding text message component, the combination of Miller and Gibbon still does 
not teach claim 19's specific method of synchronization "by calculating a scroll rate for each line 
for said text message." Synchronization of the broadcast of text and audio messages using 
embedded time durations could occur by any number of methods other than calculating a scroll 
rate. For example, synchronization could occur by changing the text to a wider or narrower font 
in the text message, using a larger or smaller font size, changing spacing between words in the 
text message, inserting a variable number of dashes between sentences or topic changes in the 
text message, inserting pauses into the audio message, or any other suitable method. Miller 
actually teaches away from the present invention's method of synchronization by offering an 
alternative method of synchronization. When a change is made to text. Miller teaches modifying 
a video clip to match the text, either by adding or deleting material from the clip or by decreasing 
or increasing the playback speed of the video clip (see Miller Column: 5 Lines: 42-50). Neither 
Miller, Gibbon, nor a combination of the two teach the present invention's method of calculating 
a scroll rate for each line for said text message to synchronize the broadcast of text messages 
with audio messages. 

Applicant's Attorney respectfully submits that claim 19 is not obviated by the 
combination of Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, and Miller for the aforementioned reasons. 
Claims 14, 17, 20, and 21 are dependent on claim 19. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 
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19 is allowable and requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejections to claims 14, 17, 19, 20, 
and 21 as the combination of Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, and Miller do not obviate claim 19 
and do not obviate the claims dependent upon claim 19. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 103 - Claim 22: On pages 6- 1 1 of the instant office 
action, the Examiner has rejected claim 22 citing to Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon and Miller. 
Applicants' Attomey respectfully traverse this rejection on several grounds. 

On page 6 of the instant office action, the Examiner states that Washizuka teaches claim 
22 "a. storing a plurality of pre-recorded audio take files, each audio take file being identified by 
a unique tag, and storing a plurality of corresponding visual text files, each corresponding text 
file being identified by the corresponding audio take file unique tag." Applicant's Attomey 
agrees that Washizuka teaches storing a plurality of pre-recorded audio take files. However, 
Washizuka does not teach audio take files with corresponding visual text files, each 
corresponding text file being identified by the corresponding audio take file unique tag. The 
reference describes Word ROMs "adapted to store digitally encoded pieces of voice information 
characteristic of sentences, words and sound inputs" (Washizuka Column: 2 Lines: 65-67). 
Washizuka confirms that this stored voice information is audio and not textual as it refers to 
"voice information as derived via the user's mouth" (Washizuka Column: 6 Line: 15). These 
pieces of voice information correspond to the audio take files of the present invention, but to not 
teach or obviate the existence of corresponding visual text files. Washizuka specifically 
indicates that words are not stored as text to be viewed as "it is to be understood that each of the 
words is stored in a compressed form without the spellings thereof being stored as such" 
(Washizuka Column:4 Line: 68 - Column: 5 Line: 2). On page 8 of the office action, the 
Examiner admits that the user of Washizuka cannot view the translation of the inputted text, so 
there truly is no "visual text" or visual text file in the reference. Consequently, Washizuka does 
not teach nor obviate this first element of claim 22. 

On page 8, the Examiner states that Brandon teaches claim 22 "b. identifying to a central 
computer a specific message to be broadcast and displayed." Brandon recites "display[ing] the 
parsed sentences on a display" (Brandon Column: 5 Lines: 11-17) and "an editor system 33 
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including a display system" (Brandon Column: 7 Lines: 62-67). Brandon may teach a specific 
message to be displayed, but it does not teach a specific message to be broadcast and displayed. 
According to the Random House Unabridged Dictionary, 2006, to "broadcast" is to make 
something known widely or to disseminate something. The display described in Brandon is only 
an aspect of the editor system and consequently suitable only for displaying a text message to the 
user of the device. It is not suitable for broadcasting a message nor does it teach such 
broadcasting. Without the ability to broadcast a message, Brandon cannot identify to a central 
computer a specific message to be broadcast and displayed. Consequently, Brandon does not 
teach this element of claim 22. 

The Examiner asserts on page 9 of the instant office action that Gibbon teaches claim 22 
"e. assembling by said visual display computer the text portion of the specific message to be 
displayed from the audio take list by combining the required stored visual text files in sequence." 
The Examiner did not cite any particular language in Gibbon to support this assertion. Gibbon 
does not teach assembling the text portion of the specific message to be displayed from the audio 
take list. The raw data in Gibbon is a continuous multimedia data stream including audio, video, 
and text. (Gibbon Column: 3 Lines: 39-41). The text portion of a specific message is not 
assembled by combining visual text files, but rather extracted from the original source. In 
addition, Gibbon does not teach an audio take list and certainly does not teach assembling the 
text portion of the specific message to be displayed from an audio take list. Furthermore, Gibbon 
does not teach a visual display computer as a device distinct from the central computer. Gibbon 
discloses only a terminal (see Gibbon Fig. 3) and does not teach two computers, one of which is 
specific for visual displays. For these reasons, Gibbon does not teach this element of claim 22. 

On page 9, the Examiner states that Gibbon teaches claim 22 "g. separating by the 
microprocessor in each of said visual displays receiving the transmitted text portion of the 
specific message to be displayed into a plurality of lines to scroll on that specific visual display 
and, for each line of said plurality of lines, for the audio take files corresponding to the visual 
text files on that line, summing the embedded time queue for that line and determining a scroll 
rate for that line." The Examiner did not cite any particular language in Gibbon to support this 
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assertion. Gibbon only makes a simple statement, that the user can "click on the button of that 
story in the table of contents to playback synchronized audio, video, and text, all starting from 
where the story begins" (Gibbon Column 14 Lines: 21-25). The raw data in Gibbon is a 
continuous multimedia data stream including audio, video, and text. (Gibbon Column: 3 Lines: 
39-41). This multimedia data stream is a synchronized whole and, upon separating the stream 
into audio, video, and text components, the components remain synchronized (see Gibbon 
Column:3 Lines: 41-43). Gibbon teaches audio take files corresponding to visual text files, 
namely the audio and text components of the original multimedia data stream, but makes no 
reference to summing the embedded time queues of the audio take files corresponding to the 
visual text files on each line of the scrolling text and determining a scroll rate for that line. There 
are no embedded time queues in Gibbon's audio take files, so Gibbon is unable to teach such 
embedded time queues or their summation. In addition, Gibbon does not teach a determination 
of a scroll rate because the scroll rate of text was already synchronized with the audio in the 
original multimedia data stream. For these reasons, Gibbon does not teach the details of its 
workings recited in this element of claim 22. 

On page 10, the Examiner states that Miller teaches an aspect of claim 22 not disclosed 
by Washizuka, Brandon, and Gibbon, namely where each audio take file included an "embedded 
time queue" identifying the length of time to broadcast the file. Miller describes a script text and 
linked EDL, wherein the script text may be displayed on a teleprompter while the EDL is used to 
play audio and video clips in a defined order and play-time duration (Miller Column: 6 Lines: 39- 
53). On page 2 of the instant office action, the Examiner asserts that this portion of Miller states 
that timing information is embedded in the EDL. Applicant agrees with Examiner that Miller 
teaches timing information embedded in the EDL. Miller does not teach a time queue embedded 
in each audio take file and actually teaches away from such by advocating embedding timing 
information in the EDL. Miller teaches audio and video clips, i.e. the audio take files, wherein 
the starting time and play-time duration of each audio/video component is embedded in the EDL 
(see Miller Column: 1 Lines: 31-33). Consequently, Miller does not teach each audio take file 
including an embedded time queue identifying the length of time to broadcast that audio take file. 
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Applicant's Attorney respectfully submits that claim 22 is not obviated by the 
combination of Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, and Miller for the aforementioned reasons. Claims 
23-29 are dependent on claim 22. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 22 is allowable and 
requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejections to claims 22-29 as the combination of 
Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, and Miller do not obviate claim 22 and do not obviate the claims 
dependent upon claim 22. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 - Claim 30: On page 1 1 of the instant office 
action, the Examiner has rejected claim 30, stating only that it is rejected on the same grounds as 
claim 22. Applicants' Attorney respectfully traverse this rejection on several grounds. Applicant 
has demonstrated above that claim 22 is suitable for allowance. Claim 30 is rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 22, so claim 30 should also be suitable for allowance. Claims 3 1-34 are 
dependent upon claim 30. Consequently, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections to claim 30-34 and allow the claims. 

Notwithstanding the request above, Applicant's Attorney submits that the grounds for 
rejecting claim 22 are not sufficient to reject claim 30. Claim 30 recites several limitations not 
included in claim 22 or in the cited prior art. For example, claim 30 includes the limitation "d. a 
plurality of visual displays in communication with said visual display computer, each said visual 
display having a microprocessor, each said visual display having at least one audio reproduction 
devices associated therewith" (emphasis added). Claim 22 recited "f transmitting the text 
portion of the specific message to be displayed to at least one visual display, each said visual 
display having a microprocessor' (emphasis added). Claim 22 did not include claim 30's 
limitation of "a plurality of visual displays." Likewise, Examiner's grounds for rejecting claim 
22 do not cover a plurality of visual displays. Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, and Miller do not 
teach, nor do they obviate, a plurality of visual displays that are distinct from the central 
computer and the visual display computer. 

Claim 30 recites a system comprising "an input device," "a central computer in 
communication with said input device," "a visual display computer in communication with said 
central computer," and "a plurality of visual displays in communication with said visual display 
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computer." The method of claim 22 comprises a central computer, a visual display computer, 
and at least one visual display. Claim 22 does not claim a distinct input device, but only recites 
"b. identifying to a central computer a specific message to be broadcast and displayed." 
Consequently, grounds for rejecting claim 22 do not include grounds for rejecting the distinct 
input device of claim 30. It may be obvious that the inventions of Washizuka, Brandon, Gibbon, 
or Miller require some sort of input for the inventions to function. However, the prior art does 
not teach, nor does it obviate, an input device that is in communication with a central computer 
while remaining distinct from the central computer, visual display computer, and plurality of 
visual displays. For example, the terminal depicted in Fig. 3 of Gibbon acts as an input device, 
central computer, visual display computer, and visual display all at once. However, the terminal 
does not teach, nor does it obviate, each of these roles being played by distinct devices with a 
specific path of communication between them wherein the central computer communicates with 
the input device and visual display computer, but the input device and visual display computer do 
not directly communicate with each other. For these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the grounds for rejecting claim 22 are not sufficient to reject claim 30. Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection for claim 30 and dependent claims 31-34 
derived thereof 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 - Dependent Claims: Applicant's Attorney has 
traversed the rejections of independent claims 19, 22, and 30 and requested that these claims, 
along with their dependent claims, be allowed. Notwithstanding these traverses and requests, 
Applicant's Attorney wishes to specifically traverse the rejection of several dependent claims. 

On page 6 of the instant office action, the Examiner has rejected claim 20. Claim 20 is 
dependent on claim 19, and further comprises the steps of "assigning a unique identification tag 
to each audio message component and each text message component" and "compiling a list of 
the audio message components and text message components by unique identification tag." 
Examiner states that Washizuka teaches this material, citing column 2, lines 65-67, colunm 4, 
lines 25-33, column 5, lines 2-6, and column 7, lines 19-22 and 41-44. The "identifying numbers 
of the standard sentences stored in the buffer SB" referenced in column 4, lines 28-29 may be 
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interpreted as identification tags, but there is no indication that they are unique identification 
tags. In addition, these identification tags apply only to Washizuka's standard sentences. The 
present invention claims assigning a unique identification tag to each audio message component 
and each text message component. The output disclosed in Washizuka is an audible speaking of 
a message, roughly equivalent to the audio message component of the present invention. 
However, Washizuka does not teach a text message component. The Examiner acknowledges 
that Washizuka did not possess a text message component on page 4 of the instant office action, 
wherein the Examiner uses Washizuka's lack of text as the rationale for including Brandon. 
Even if Washizuka's disclosed identifying numbers are considered unique identification tags, 
they can only be considered assigned to audio message components and not text message 
components. Applicant submits that Washizuka does not disclose all the limitations of claim 20 
and respectfully requests that Examiner allow claim 20. 

On pages 11-12, the Examiner asserts that Gibbon teaches claim 23 of the present 
invention. Claim 23 reads: 

The method for broadcasting synchronized audio and corresponding visual text 
information of claim 22, where said at least one visual display comprises a plurality of 
visual displays with each said visual display being associated with at least one of said at 
least one audio reproduction device and, in step h, the transmitting by said central 
computer is to a selected set of said at least one audio reproduction devices and the 
transmitting to said visual display computer the command directs those visual displays to 
display the text portion which are associated with those audio reproduction devices in the 
set receiving the audio portion. 
In support of this assertion, Examiner cites to column 14, lines 15-31 of Gibbon which state: 
FIG. 16 is the visual representation about a story on El Nino and FIG. 17 is the visual 
representation of a story about the high suicide rate among Indian youngsters in a village. 
As can be seen fi-om both these figures that the story representations constructed this way 
are compact, semantically revealing, and visually informative with respect to the content 
of the corresponding stores. A user can choose either to scroll the text on the right to read 
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the story or to click on the button of that story in the table of contents to playback 
synchronized audio, video, and text, all starting from where the story begins. A different 
alternative maybe [sic] to click on one of the representative images to playback 
multimedia content starting from the point of time v^here the chosen image is located in 
the video. Compared with linear browsing or low level scene cut browsing, this system 
allows a more effective content based non-linear information retrieval. 
Applicant's Attorney respectfully submits that this citation does not teach the limitations of claim 
23. Gibbon implies that the user interacts with a visual display associated with an audio 
reproduction device to "playback synchronized audio, video, and text", but makes no reference to 
"a plurality of visual displays with each said visual display being associated with at least one of 
said at least one audio reproduction device." Without explicitly disclosing a plurality of visual 
displays associated vsdth audio reproduction devices, it is impossible for Gibbon to teach the 
central computer transmitting only to "a selected set of said at least one audio reproduction 
devices." Applicant submits that Gibbon does not disclose all the limitations of claim 23. 
Claims 24, 27, and 28 are dependent upon claim 23. Applicant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection to claims 23, 24, 27, and 28. 

On page 15 of the instant office action, the Examiner states that Weber teaches dependent 
claim 17 "wherein said step of broadcasting said audio and text messages over said at least one 
audio reproduction device and said at least one visual display device further includes selecting a 
predetermined broadcast zone to which said audio and text messages are broadcast." Weber 
teaches system information messages in a broadcast control channel that are used for the 
transmission of mode change information to protect a predetermined area (Weber Column: 2 
Lines: 46-63). Weber describes this as a way to protect an area from disturbing uses of mobile 
terminals that "does not rely on peoples [sic] responsibility to swdtch off their phones, but that it 
will perform this automatically" (Weber Column: 2 Lines: 64-66). This does not teach claim 17 
of the present invention, but rather the opposite. Weber discloses the prevention of messages 
being transmitted to and from a predetermined area, while the present invention claims the 
broadcast of messages to a predetermined area. It may be argued that Weber continues to obviate 
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the present invention by disclosing system information messages, which are messages that are 
broadcast to a selected predetermined zone. However, this line of argument does not fully 
account for the limitations of claim 17. System information messages "usually contain 
information concerning the respective base station and the network, e.g. the timing, the channel 
structure, the location including the network identification and so on" (Weber Column: 2 Lines: 
52-56). The messages disclosed in Weber are data used in the proper functioning of the mobile 
terminal, not messages formatted for or intended for the users of the device. This is not 
equivalent to, nor does it obviate, the audio and text messages that are broadcast to a 
predetermined zone from the present invention. Applicant therefore respectfully submits that 
Weber does not disclose all the limitations of claim 17 and requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection to claim 17. 

On pages 15-16 the Examiner states that Weber teaches claim 24 of the present invention. 
Claim 24 reads: 

The method for broadcasting synchronized audio and corresponding visual text 
information of claim 23, where each of said plurality of visual displays and the audio 
reproduction devices associated therewith are included in one or more broadcast zones 
and, in step h, the transmitting by said central computer is to a selected set of said at least 
one audio reproduction devices and the transmitting to said visual display computer the 
command directs those visual displays to display the text portion which are associated 
with those audio reproduction devices in the set receiving the audio portion results in the 
specific message to be broadcast and displayed being broadcast and displayed in one or 
more of said broadcast zones. 
As described above, Weber teaches system information messages in a broadcast control channel 
that are used for the transmission of mode change information to protect a predetermined area 
(Weber Column: 2 Lines: 46-63). Weber describes this as a way to protect an area from 
disturbing uses of mobile terminals that "does not rely on peoples [sic] responsibility to switch off 
their phones, but that it will perform this automatically" (Weber Column: 2 Lines: 64-66). The 
Examiner states on page 16 that this "zone messaging" taught by Weber obviates the present 
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invention. As previously elaborated, Weber does not teach zone messaging, but rather a zone 
without messages. Even if Weber did teach a generic zone messaging system, the system does 
not teach the detailed limitations of claim 24. For instance, Weber 's broadcast control channel 
received by mobile terminals does not disclose, nor does it obviate a central computer 
transmitting to a visual display computer a command that directs visual displays to display the 
text portion of a message. Even if Weber's broadcast control channel could be considered a 
central computer and the system information messages could be considered the text portion of a 
message, Weber would disclose a central computer broadcasting the text portion of a message 
and not the present invention's central computer transmitting a command to a visual display 
computer which directs a visual display to display the text portion of a message. Consequently, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 24 is not obviated by Weber. Examiner has also 
rejected claim 34 on page 16 of the instant office action, citing **the same grounds as claim 24." 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 24 and 34 are both allowable and requests that the 
Examiner withdraw the instant rejection to both claims. 

Conclusion: Applicants' Attorney respectfully submits that, with entry of this 
Response, claims 14, 17, and 19-34 are allowable. As such, it is respectfully requested that the 
Examiner issue a notice of allowance. However, please call Applicants' undersigned Attorney at 
(502) 587-3724 should the Examiner have any questions or unresolved issues with this 
application. 




JamessC. Eaves, Jr.^''''---^----...«_J^ 
^RegrNo. 34,589 
Greenebaum Doll & McDonald PLLC 
101 South Fifth Street - Suite 3500 
Louisville, KY 40202 
Tel.: 502/587-3724 
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